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Ollicas in Vernal & flooser€rl

363 East Main Street
Vernal, Utah 84078

801-789-4908
Fax # 789-491 I

865 East 200 North (112-10)
Roosevelt, Uteh 84066

801 -722-3928
Fax # 722-3920

Reply to:

Vernal Office

weucfttrie, rei & WunnelL
Attomeys & Counse/ors

Dear Mr. quealy;

December 3, 1990
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Michael euealy
Assistant Attorney General
236 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah g4l',t4

ir: I ll i! 0

onTr,4Jlo#ilffH#l
After the meeting in Heber city with personnel from the StateEngineer offic.e and your office ana tne uiniah Basin rrrigation co.r discussed with our clients possible alternatives to tlhe thingsdiscussed with you.

one idea which could be considered would be to have the StateEngineer distribute to the uintah Basin rrrigation Corp.r,y, fourand one harf (4-l/2) acre feet of water per acre at the riverdiversion. one half acre foot of that coutd be for conveyanceIosses because the Uintah Basin Irrigation company canal is thelongest on the system as r understand it. f am told that most ofthose who divert from the river irrigate with it in a very shortdistance from the points of diversiori. state Engineer then couldreport this as four (4) acre feet per acre with soirething added forconveyance loss. Alternatively the rneasurement could be made at thefield headgate rather than aC ttre river diversion, but that woulcirequire some kind of measurement at each farm.
rf the uintah Basin rrrigation cornpany courd get the 4-r/2acre feet at the point of diversion tor tn-eir ".r"i, plus theirstorage water, they woul-d be crose to what they believe the lawwoul-d al-Iow them for their beneficial use. That may ue easier thansome of the other proposals which we discussed'. Uintah Basinrrri-gation company is not saying do not proceed with the otherproposals discussed, it however, -did wantei me to pass along thispossible alternative.

Very truly yours,

McKEACHNIE, ALLRED & BUNNELL
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Gayldl F. McKeachnie


